p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t iv e in s ta n c e s sampled a n d 'd e g re e of r e s t r i c t i o n in choosing n u m b e r-le tte r p a i r s . I t was found t h a t s u b je c ts who sampled a h ig h er p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t iv e in s ta n c e s were more s u c c e s s fu l th a n th o se sam pling a low er p r o p o rtio n .
Furtherm ore, s u b je c ts who were u n r e s t r i c t e d in t h e i r choice of n u m b e r-le tte r p a i r s , because th e y sampled a h ig h e r p ro p o r tio n of p o s i t i v e in s ta n c e s , perform ed more e f f i c i e n t l y th a n s u b je c ts who were r e s t r i c t e d and sampled a lower p ro p o r tio n of p o s i t i v e i n s ta n c e s . F in a lly , when both r e s t r i c t e d and u n r e s t r i c t e d groups were matched f o r p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t i v e in s ta n c e s sampled, perform ance was found to be s i m il a r .
I t was p o in te d out t h a t th e r e i s a need in f u tu r e re s e a rc h on problem so lv in g to match tre a tm e n t groups f o r p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t iv e in s ta n c e s sampled.
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In tro d u c tio n W ithin th e a re a o f human v e rb a l le a rn in g , much e x p e ri m ental e f f o r t has been expended on th e d e te rm in a tio n of how in d iv id u a ls form concepts or p r i n c i p l e s in a la b o r a to r y s i t u a ti o n .
In th e r e c e n t p a s t, ex p erim en tal evidence has been accum ulated concerning th e e f f e c t s of p o s i t iv e in s ta n c e s v e rsu s n e g a tiv e in s ta n c e s on perform ance in concept le a r n in g ( e . g . , Hovland and W eiss, 1953; Haygood & Stevenson, 1967) . Bourne There has a ls o been r e s e a rc h devoted to th e e f f e c t s of th e degree of r e s t r i c t i o n p laced upon th e S in h is attem p t to d isc o v e r a p r i n c i p l e ( e . g . , Duncan, 1964).
T his t h e s i s i s concerned w ith th e r e l a t i o n s h i p between th e s e two v a r i a b le s , namely, p o s i t i v e v e rsu s n e g a tiv e in s ta n c e s and d egree of r e s t r i c t i o n .
In an experim ent re p o rte d by Wason (i9 6 0 ), _Ss were r e q u ire d to d isc o v e r a p r i n c i p l e , which a p p lie d to in s ta n c e s c o n s is tin g of th r e e numbers each. The p r i n c i p le to be d i s covered was th r e e numbers in increasing o rd er of m agnitude.
Ss were shown th e s e r i e s 2, 4 , 6, and t o ld t h a t t h i s in s ta n c e was an example of th e p r i n c i p l e . They were th en r e q u ire d to d is c o v e r th e p r i n c i p l e by c r e a tin g more in s ta n c e s , u t i l i z i n g in fo rm a tio n , given a f t e r each s e t was c re a te d , as to w hether or n ot th e s e t conformed to th e p r i n c i p l e . E ith e r th e in s ta n c e could be p o s i t i v e or n e g a tiv e (w ith r e s p e c t to th e p r i n c i p l e to be d is c o v e re d ); or, th e in s ta n c e could conform or not con form to th e h y p o th e s is c u r r e n t ly h e ld by £3. Only two of th e s e c a se s; namely, a p o s i t iv e in s ta n c e t h a t does not conform to _S*s c u rre n t h y p o th e s is , o r, a n g a tiv e in s ta n c e t h a t does conform to th e c u rr e n t h y p o th e s is , i s e f f e c t i v e in e lim in a t ing wrong h y p o th eses. W etherick re q u ire d h is Ss to s t a t e , a f t e r th e c r e a t i o n of each in s ta n c e , w hether th ey th ought th e in s ta n c e would be a p o s i t iv e or n e g a tiv e example of th e p r i n c i p l e . By doing t h i s , E was a b le to e s t a b l i s h w hether
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or not S was in f a c t e lim in a tin g a wrong h y p o th e s is . I t was p o s s ib le f o r E to make such a judgement s in c e , i f S 's p r e d ic t i o n of th e in s ta n c e was p o s i t iv e (conform ing to h is c u rre n t h y p o th e sis) and E 's feedback was n e g a tiv e (not an example of th e p r i n c i p l e ) , one of th e two s i t u a t i o n s t h a t W etherick con However, e lim in a tiv e b e h av io r s t i l l did not occur a t a very high r a t e . W etherick a t t r i b u t e d t h i s r e s u l t
to th e f a c t t h a t whenever one of th e more obvious hypotheses was under c o n s id e ra tio n by S, ( e . g . , 4, £, 1 6 : numbers which a re m u ltip le s of f o u r : ) n e g a tiv e feedback was not d e liv e re d by E, sin c e th e in s ta n c e c re a te d by S was an example of th e p r i n c i p l e . Thus, a co n fo rm in g -n eg ativ e in s ta n c e d id not a r i s e to e lim in a te S 's in c o r r e c t h y p o th e s is and hence, e lim in a tiv e b eh av io r o ccu rred a t a lower r a t e .
Duncan (1964) noted t h a t in th e Wason study S was
allow ed to w r ite down, f o r every in s ta n c e , any th r e e numbers t h a t he w ished.
Duncan contended t h a t t h i s may have accounted
f o r th e r e s u l t s o b tain ed by Wason; namely, t h a t Ss, when th ey a re u n r e s t r i c t e d in t h e i r choice of in s ta n c e s , engaged more in enum erative r a t h e r th an e lim in a tiv e b e h a v io r. Duncan t h e r e f o r e u t i l i z e d fo u r groups v ary in g along th e dim ension of r e s t r i c t i o n . E s s e n t i a l l y , Duncan's method i s an a ttem p t to account f o r th e c r i t i c i s m of th e Wason study r a i s e d by W eth erick . Group I was t o t a l l y u n r e s t r i c t e d in i t s choice o f in s ta n c e s . Groups I I and I I I were p a r t i a l l y r e s t r i c t e d ;
and, Group IV was t o t a l l y r e s t r i c t e d in i t s choice of in s ta n c e s .
_Ss* t a s k c o n s is te d of p a ir in g th e numbers 1-S w ith th e l e t t e r s
A-J. The p r i n c i p l e was sim ply t h a t any of th e fo u r even num b e rs could be p a ire d w ith th e l e t t e r s A-E, and any of th e odd numbers could be p a ire d w ith l e t t e r s F -J . Duncan o r i g i n a l l y h y p o th esiz ed t h a t th o se groups which were r e s t r i c t e d in some degree would d isc o v e r th e p r i n c i p l e more q u ic k ly th an th e u n r e s t r i c t e d group.
I t was f e l t t h a t th e r e s t r i c t e d groups
would have th e advantage over th e u n r e s t r i c t e d group in t h a t th e s e Ss would be p rev e n ted from p e rs e v e ra tin g in th e wrong h y p o th e s is (a s was th e case in th e Wason stu d y ). The r e s u l t s , however, d id not confirm Duncan's h y p o th eses. The u n r e s t r i c t e d group was found to be s u p e rio r to a l l o th e r groups in d is c o v e r ing th e p r i n c i p l e .
There may have been, however, a confounding f a c t o r in th e Duncan stu d y .
In th e p a r t i a l l y and t o t a l l y r e s t r i c t e d groups, Duncan a r b i t r a r i l y imposed a r e s t r i c t i o n such t h a t w ith in each block of 40 t r i a l s , h a l f th e in s ta n c e s would be p o s i t i v e , and h a l f would be n e g a tiv e in s ta n c e s of th e p r i n c i p l e .
In th e u n r e s t r i c t e d group, t h i s r e s t r i c t i o n could o b v io u sly not be u t i l i z e d sin c e Ss were f r e e to choose any in s ta n c e th ey w ished. The p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t iv e v e rsu s nega t i v e in s ta n c e s , in th e u n r e s t r i c t e d group, could th u s d e v ia te s i g n i f i c a n t l y from th e 50-50 p ro p o rtio n imposed upon th e r e s t r i c t e d gro u p s. Hovland and Weiss (1953) p re s e n te d e v i dence t h a t p o s i t i v e examples of a concept a re much more e ff e c t i v e in t r a n s m i t ti n g in fo rm a tio n about t h a t concept th a n are n e g a tiv e exam ples. These Es a lso found t h a t mixed p ro p o r t i o n s of p o s i t iv e and n e g a tiv e examples f a l l somewhere between a l l p o s i t iv e s e r i e s and a l l n e g a tiv e s e r i e s in t h e i r e f f e c t i v e n e ss of in fo rm a tio n tra n s m is s io n .
More re c e n t e x p erim e n tal evidence concerning th e p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t iv e and n e g a tiv e in s ta n c e s , and i t s e f f e c t on th e l e a r n in g of a concept, has been re p o rte d by Haygood and Stevenson (1 9 6 7 ). Haygood and Stevenson stu d ie d th e e f f e c t s of varyin g th e p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t i v e and n e g a tiv e in s ta n c e s on th e speed of le a r n in g a c o n ce p t. He v a rie d th e p ro p o rtio n o f p o s i t iv e from .1 to .8 . The r e s u l t s c l e a r l y in d ic a te d t h a t as th e p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t iv e and n e g a tiv e in s ta n c e s in c r e a s e s , th e tim e re q u ire d to m aster a concept d e c re a se s in a d i r e c t r e l a t i o n s h i p .
The p re s e n t study attem p ted to determ ine w hether th e r e s u l t s o b tain ed by Duncan were in f a c t due only to th e v ary ing d eg rees of r e s t r i c t i o n p laced upon h i s groups, o r, i f h is r e s u l t s might have been a t l e a s t p a r t i a l l y due to th e d i f f e r ent p r o p o r tio n s of p o s i t i v e and n e g a tiv e in s ta n c e s sampled by th e u n r e s t r i c t e d group on th e one hand, and th e r e s t r i c t e d groups on th e o th e r .
Method S u b je c ts . Ss were drawn from an in tr o d u c to r y psychology co u rse a t th e U n iv e rs ity of Nebraska a t Omaha as a p a r t of a c o u rse re q u ire m e n t. Ten Ss were u n s y s te m a tic a lly a ssig n e d to each of seven tre a tm e n t groups.
P ro c e d u re . In o rd e r to t e s t th e c o n te n tio n t h a t th e r e s u l t s o b tain ed by Duncan were a t l e a s t p a r t i a l l y an a r t i f a c t of th e p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t i v e in s ta n c e s sampled (th e u n re s t r i c t e d group sam pling a h ig h e r p ro p o rtio n th an th e r e s t r i c t e d g ro u p s), i t was n e c e ssa ry to run th e u n r e s t r i c t e d group f i r s t .
T his was n e c e ssa ry in o rd e r to determ ine th e average p ro p o r t i o n o f p o s i t iv e examples sampled by Ss in t h i s group.
Of th e seven groups, fo u r were r e p l i c a t e s of Duncan's c o n d itio n s . That i s , one group was t o t a l l y u n r e s t r i c t e d in i t s ch o ice of in s ta n c e s . T his group i s r e f e r r e d to as th e U Group. In Group RN ( r e s t r i c t e d numbers) _S was allow ed to choose any l e t t e r he w ished, but was t o ld which number to
.
w r ite down. S im ila rly , Group RL ( r e s t r i c t e d l e t t e r s ) chose any number, but was t o ld which l e t t e r to re c o rd . And, f i n a l ly , Group RNL ( r e s t r i c t e d numbers and l e t t e r s ) was t o l d which number and l e t t e r to re c o rd . A ll of th e above th r e e groups (RN, RL, RNL) had th e 50:50 p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t iv e and nega t i v e in s ta n c e s imposed upon them as was th e case in D uncan's exp erim ent. These groups are r e f e r r e d to r e s p e c t iv e ly as RN50, RL50 and RNL50.
The rem aining th r e e groups (a ls o RN, RL, RNL) o p erated under th e same c o n d itio n s as th o se s t a te d above. However, th e s e th r e e groups sampled th e same p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t iv e in s ta n c e s as t h a t sampled by th e U group. S im ila rly , th e y a re r e f e r r e d to as RN(U$), RL(U^), RNL(U^). These groups have been added in o rd er to t e s t th e c o n te n tio n t h a t Duncan's r e s u l t s were due in p a r t a t l e a s t to th e e f f e c t of p ro p o r t i o n of p o s i t iv e examples sampled.
The t a s k was th e same as t h a t in th e Duncan stu d y . S was re q u ire d to d is c o v e r th e p r i n c i p l e "any of th e even numbers (2, 4> 6, $) may be p a ire d w ith any of th e l e t t e r s
A-E; and, any of th e odd numbers (1, 3, 5, 7) may be p a ire d w ith any of th e l e t t e r s F -J ," by c r e a tin g n u m b e r-le tte r p a ir s under th e c o n d itio n s s t a te d above. B efore th e experim ent be gan each J3 was given i n s t r u c t i o n s concerning th e ex p erim en tal t a s k , and th e method he was to employ depending upon which a.
group he was a ssig n e d (se e Appendix f o r a com plete s e t of i n s t r u c t i o n s ) . Each t r i a l c o n s is te d of th e c r e a tio n of a n u m b e r-le tte r p a i r , follow ed by ex p erim en ter feedback as to w hether th e in s ta n c e was or was not an example of th e p r i n c i p l e . jS was allow ed to work a t h is own pace, and was allowed to guess a t th e p r i n c i p l e a t any tim e . A fte r each guess, E inform ed 3 w hether th e h y p o th e sis was c o r r e c t , p a r t i a l l y c o r r e c t or wrong. I f _S had not s t a te d th e p r i n c i p l e c o r r e c t l y a f t e r 25 m in u tes, he was stopped and rec o rd ed as a n o n so lv e r.
A ll of th e above p ro ced u res were r e p l i c a t i o n s of th e Duncan stu d y . In a d d itio n , S was t o ld a t th e end of th e experim ent not to d is c u s s th e n a tu re of th e experim ent w ith o th e rs .
M a t e r i a l s . The only m a te r ia ls re q u ire d f o r th is exper iment were e x p erim e n tal s h e e ts on which j3 reco rd ed h is n u m b e r-le tte r c h o ic e s . There were two forms of t h i s s h e e t.
On both forms of th e s h e e t, th e numbers 1-8 were p r in te d h o r i z o n ta lly in normal o rd e r in th e upper l e f t c o rn e r of th e s h e e t.
The l e t t e r s A-J, were p r in te d h o r i z o n t a l l y in normal o rd e r in th e upper r i g h t c o rn e r of th e s h e e t.
One form of th e sh eet co n ta in e d th e numbers and l e t t e r s p r in te d a t th e to p , w ith 80 b lan k s in fo u r columns of tw enty each. Groups U, RN and RL used t h i s form .
The o th e r form, w ith th e numbers and l e t t e r s p r in te d a t th e to p , c o n s is te d of e ig h ty b la n k s, fo u r columns
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of tw enty each, w ith one of th e numbers ( l -£ ) p r in te d in each b la n k . W ithin any block of e ig h t t r i a l s , each number was used once w ith th e only r e s t r i c t i o n t h a t th e assignm ent of numbers w ith in blocks be random. Group RNL used t h i s form.
H ypotheses. The p r e s e n t study fo rm u lated th r e e m ajor s e t s of hypotheses in o rd e r to t e s t th e c o n te n tio n t h a t th e v a ria n c e o b tain ed by Duncan was a t l e a s t p a r t i a l l y due to d i f f e re n c e s in p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t iv e in s ta n c e s sam pled. The f i r s t s e t of th e s e h y p o th eses p reducted t h a t , as was th e case
in th e Duncan study, th e u n r e s t r i c t e d group (group U) would perform more e f f i c i e n t l y th a n th e r e s t r i c t e d groups (which were r e p l i c a t e s of th e Duncan study: RN50, RL50 and RNL50).
The second s e t of h y p o th eses, which did not p r e d ic t d i r e c t i o n , t e s t e d w hether th o se r e s t r i c t e d groups (added by th e p r e s e n t study) t h a t sampled th e same p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t iv e in s ta n c e s as th e u n r e s t r i c t e d group d i f f e r e d in perform ance
from th e u n r e s t r i c t e d group. sam pling a lower p ro p o rtio n . These hypotheses were in keeping w ith ex p erim en tal evidence c it e d p r e v io u s ly ( e . g . , Hovland
Since a l l groups in t h i s s e t a re matched in term s of p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t iv e in s ta n c e s sampled, t h i s s e t of hypotheses provided an unconfounded t e s t of th e e f f e c tiv e n e s s of th e r e s t r i c t i o n v a r ia b le (which was D uncan's p u rp o se ). F in a lly , th e t h i r d s e t of hypotheses p r e d ic te d t h a t th o se r e s t r i c t e d groups t h a t sampled a h ig h e r p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t iv e in s ta n c e s would perform b e t t e r th an th o se r e s t r i c t e d groups
and W eiss, 1953; Haygood and Stevenson, 1967) • T his s e t of h y p o th eses pro v id ed a t e s t of w hether th e perform ance of Dun c a n 's r e s t r i c t e d groups was in f a c t im paired by th e a r b i t r a r i l y low p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t i v e in s ta n c e s which th e y sampled.
R e su lts
As was m entioned p re v io u s ly , in o rd er to match th e th r e e r e s t r i c t e d groups, added in th e p r e s e n t stu d y , w ith th e unre s t r i c t e d group in term s of p o s i t iv e in s ta n c e s sampled, i t was n e c e ssa ry to run th e U group f i r s t . .4502, .1052 and .4502, Since none of th e s e p r o b a b i l i t y l e v e ls even rem otely approached c o n v e n tio n a l s ig n if ic a n c e l e v e l s , i t was concluded t h a t th e th r e e groups were in f a c t sam pling th e in te n d e d p ro p o rtio n s of p o s i t iv e in s ta n c e s .
Upon exam ination of th e d a ta from t h i s group, i t was found t h a t th e average p ro p o r t i o n of p o s i t i v e in s ta
Those Ss who f a i l e d to rea ch s o lu tio n w ith in th e re q u ire d tim e l i m i t were not in c lu d e d in th e f i n a l d a ta a n a l y s i s . One S was c l a s s i f i e d as a n o n -so lv e r in each of th e fo llo w in g RL50 and RNL50 had th r e e n o n -so lv e rs each. The p ro p o rtio n of _Ss re a c h in g s o lu tio n in th e s e groups were 0 .6 0 , 0 .7 0 , and 0.70 r e s p e c t i v e l y .
In th e Duncan study (which in clu d ed only groups U, RN50, RL50, and RNL50), th e p ro p o rtio n of s o lv e rs were: 0 .8 6 , 0 . 5 2 , 0 .5 4 , and 0.74« In th e p r e s e n t study i t was d ecided to determ ine w hether th e r e was an ex tran eo u s v a r i a b l e o p e ra tin g t h a t could account f o r th e d i f f e r e n t i a l drop out r a t e among th e groups (0 .9 0 of th o se groups sam pling a h ig h e r p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t i v e in s ta n c e s solved th e problem , w h ile only 0.66 of th o se Sis sam pling th e lower p ro p o rtio n reach ed s o l u t i o n ) .
In o rd e r to achieve t h i s , a la r g e sample bin o m ial t e s t was a p p lie d to th e p ro p o rtio n of _Ss w ith in each group who solved th e t a s k , ( S ie g e l, 1956). T his procedure 1 2 .
y ie ld e d a z -v a lu e of 1.10 (p = .1357), which was n o n -s i g n i f i c a n t. I t was concluded t h a t no ex tran eo u s v a r ia b le was oper a tin g to in flu e n c e th e d i f f e r e n t i a l d ro p -o u t r a t e among th e gro u p s.
The d a ta o b tain ed in t h i s study d id not perm it a n a ly s is by p a ra m etric te c h n iq u e s , as th e r e was tr u n c a tio n of th e d a ta imposed by th e 25 m inute s o lu tio n tim e re q u ire m e n t. The median number of p a i r s to s o lu tio n fo r th e Duncan and th e p re s e n t In an attem p t to i s o l a t e d if f e r e n c e s among th e groups, based on th e above r e s u l t , th r e e s e p a ra te K ru sk al-W a llis t e s t s were perform ed.
Each of th e s e th r e e t e s t s was a p p lie d to -the groups in th e th r e e s e t s of planned com parisons. An a n a ly s is in v o lv in g groups U, RN50, RL50, and RNL50 y ie ld e d an H of 16.02 ( d . f . = 3, p < .0 l)# Again, i t can be a s s e r te d t h a t th e s e fo u r groups were d i f f e r e n t in perform ance l e v e l s . A n aly sis in v o lv in g groups
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U, RN(7C$ ) , and RNL(70#) produced an H of 6.53 ( d . f . = 3,' p<. 10)• A pparently, th e n , th e s e groups were not s i g n i f i c a n t l y d i f f e r e n t in term s of perform ance. F in a lly , th e a n a ly s is of groups RN( 70/6), RL ( On th e b a s is of th e r e s u l t s , i t was decided to proceed w ith th e th r e e s e t s of planned com parisons, u sin g th e Mann-W hitney U t e s t f o r independent sam ples.
T his t e s t i s analogous
to th e t -t e s t f o r u n c o rr e la te d d a ta .
A ll th r e e com parisons in th e f i r s t s e t were s i g n i f i c a n t .
The d if f e r e n c e between U and RN50 y ie ld e d a U v alu e of 9 .0 ( n l = 6 , n2 = 9, p^.0 2 5 ). The U v e rsu s RL50 comparison provided a U v alu e of 12.0 (n l = 7 , n2 = 9, p = .0 2 5 ). F i n a lly , th e d i f fe re n c e between U and RNL50 y ie ld e d a U value of 8.0 ( n l = 7, n2 = 9, p < .0 l ) .
Given th e r e s u l t s of th e above t h r e e com pari sons, i t was concluded t h a t th e U group (a s Duncan found) p e r formed s i g n i f i c a n t l y b e t t e r th an th o se r e s t r i c t e d groups which sampled a p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t i v e in s ta n c e s equal to .50.
The second s e t of com parisons y ie ld e d only one comparison which even approached s i g n i f ic a n c e . The comparison between U and RN(70$) produced a U value of 19.0 (n l = 9, n2 = 9, p < .1 0 ).
On th e b a s is of t h i s s e t of com parisons, i t was concluded t h a t th e U group and groups RN70, RL70, and RNL70 were e s s e n t i a l l y s i m il a r in term s of perform ance.
14.
A ll th r e e com parisons in th e t h i r d s e t were s i g n i f i c a n t .
The comparison between RN(70$) and RN50 y ie ld e d a U of 2.0 ( n l = 6, n2 = 9 f p = .0 0 1 ). The RL(70$) v e rsu s RL50 comparison produced a U of 9«5 ( n l = 7 , n2 = 9, p < .025). F i n a lly , th e d if f e r e n c e between RNL(70^) and RNL50 y ie ld e d a U o f 8 .5 ( n l = 7, n2 = 9, p < .0 l ) . These r e s u l t s c o rro b o ra te d th e p r e d ic tio n t h a t th o se groups sam pling a h ig h er p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t iv e in s ta n c e s would perform b e t t e r th an th o se sam pling lower p ro p o r tio n s .
D iscussion
The p r e s e n t stu d y r e p l i c a t e d th e r e s u l t s o b tain ed by Dun can. That i s , th e U group was found to be s u p e rio r to th o se r e s t r i c t e d groups sam pling a 0.50 p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t iv e i n s ta n c e s . F urtherm ore, th o se r e s t r i c t e d groups which sampled a 0.70 p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t iv e in s ta n c e s were shown to be s u p e rio r to th e r e s t r i c t e d groups sam pling a 0.50 p ro p o r tio n . The a ttem p t to dem onstrate d if f e r e n c e s between th e u n r e s t r i c t e d and r e s t r i c t e d groups matched f o r p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t iv e in s ta n c e s sampled f a i l e d to produce s i g n i f i c a n t r e s u l t s .
On th e b a s i s of th e r e s u l t s of th e p re s e n t stu d y , i t ap p ears re a so n a b le to conclude t h a t th e e f f e c t s o b tain ed by Duncan were confounded by th e o p e ra tio n of th e vary in g p ro p o r t i o n of p o s i t iv e in s ta n c e s sampled by h i s g roups. The r e s u l t s of th e s e p a ra te K ru sk al-W a llis a n a ly s is and th e second s e t of com parisons su g g e sts t h a t th e r e s t r i c t i o n v a r ia b le did not account f o r a s i g n i f i c a n t p ro p o rtio n of th e v a ria n c e . However, in a study by Hunt (1965) , th e r e s t r i c t i o n v a r ia b le was found to be a s i g n i f i c a n t one.
In th e Hunt study, Ss were re q u ire d to l e a r n an a r t i f i c i a l language, in v o lv in g l e t t e r s t r i n g s , under e i t h e r of two c o n d itio n s , a s e l e c ti o n or a re c e p tio n paradigm .
E s s e n t i a l l y , th e s e two c o n d itio n s a re s im ila r to r e s t r i c t e d and u n r e s t r i c t e d c o n d itio n s ; s e l e c ti o n being u n r e s t r i c t e d and r e c e p tio n being r e s t r i c t e d . From h is d a ta , Hunt concluded t h a t th o se j3s who were f r e e to c o n s tru c t and t e s t t h e i r own in s ta n c e s were more e f f i c i e n t in so lv in g th e t a s k . Since th e r e s u l t s of th e p re s e n t study and th o se o b tain ed by Hunt a re d i r e c t l y opposed, i t a p p ears th a t th e e f f e c t of th e r e s t r i c t i o n v a r ia b le i s not g e n e r a liz a b le to a l l e x p erim en tal t a s k s .
The ta s k perform ed by Ss in th e Hunt experim ent appears to be c o n sid e ra b ly more d i f f i c u l t th a n t h a t perform ed by Ss in th e p re s e n t stu d y . I t would seem th e n t h a t th e r e s t r i c t i o n v a r ia b le i s an e f f e c t i v e v a r ia b le in d i f f i c u l t ta s k s , but f a i l s to have a s i g n i f i c a n t e f f e c t in e a s i e r t a s k s as th e one u t i l i z e d in th e p r e s e n t stu d y . Two a d d it i o n a l s tu d ie s , H u tte n lo c h e r (1962) and Murray and Gregg (1969) , in which j3s le a rn e d a s in g le cue concept (ag a in th e e x p erim e n tal t a s k u t i l i z e d in th e s e s tu d ie s ap p ears to be e a s i e r th a n t h a t of H unt's) not only f a i l e d to dem o n strate th e s u p e r i o r i t y of th e perform ance of th e u n re -1 6 .
s t r i c t e d Ss, but found t h a t r e s t r i c t e d Ss reached s o lu tio n s i g n i f i c a n t l y f a s t e r . The r e s t r i c t i o n v a ria b le i s a p p a re n tly ta s k bound.
A f u r t h e r need a ls o became ap p aren t in th e course of th e p re s e n t stu d y . I t would have been d e s ir e a b le to be a b le to s t a t e co n fid en ce i n t e r v a l s f o r d if f e r e n c e s between median p a i r s to s o lu tio n among th e v a rio u s groups in o rd e r to e s t a b l i s h i n t e r v a l s of t r u e d if f e r e n c e s among th e s e g roups.
At th e p re s e n t tim e , however, no s t a t i s t i c a l procedure e x i s t s t h a t allow s such a sta te m e n t. Since much of th e d a ta o b tain ed by p s y c h o lo g is ts i s n o n -p aram etric in n a tu re , th e need f o r th e developm ent^of such a procedu re i s overdue.
F i n a ll y , sin c e th o se r e s t r i c t e d groups sam pling a 0.70 p r o p o rtio n of p o s i t iv e in s ta n c e s were shown to be s u p e r io r to th e r e s t r i c t e d groups which were r e p l i c a t e s of th e Duncan stu d y , i t ap p ears t h a t th e m ajor p o rtio n of th e v a ria n c e found in th e Duncan study was a r e s u l t of th e p o s i t iv e in s ta n c e v a r ia b l e and not th e r e s t r i c t i o n v a ria b le as Duncan concluded.
F u tu re re s e a rc h in th e a re a of problem so lv in g u sin g a r e s t r i c t i o n v a r ia b le should make every e f f o r t to match t r e a t ment groups f o r p ro p o rtio n of p o s i t iv e in s ta n c e s sampled.
